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1 . The Examiner has considered the voluminous references submitted as part of the 
Information Disclosure Statements (IDS) to the extent required by M.P.E.P. §609. 05(b). Due to 
the sheer number of references, only a cursory review has been made. If Applicants are aware of 
pertinent material in the references, Applicants are requested to point the specific pertinence in 
the response to this Office Action. 

The following is an excerpt from M.P.E.P. §609.04(a)III: 

Although a concise explanation of the relevance of the information is not 
required for English language information, applicants are encouraged to provide a 
concise explanation of why the English-language information is being submitted 
and how it is understood to be relevant. Concise explanations (especially those 
which point out the relevant pages and lines) are helpful to the Office, particularly 
where documents are lengthy and complex and applicant is aware of a section that 
is highly relevant to patentability or where a large number of documents are 
submitted and applicant is aware that one or more are highly relevant to 
patentability. 

2. Applicants are reminded of M.P.E.P. § 2004 (presenting "Aids to Compliance With Duty 
of Disclosure," including "helpful suggestions for avoiding duty of disclosure problems") and the 
specific suggestion in § 2004 ]f 13, stating: 

It is desirable to avoid the submission of long lists of documents if it can be avoided. Eliminate 
clearly irrelevant and marginally pertinent cumulative information. If a long list is submitted, 
highlight those documents . . . specifically brought to applicant's attention and/or are known to be 
of most significance. See Penn Yan Boats, Inc. v. Sea Lark Boats, Inc., 359 F. Supp. 948, 175 
USPQ 260 (S.D. Fla. 1972), affd, 479 F.2d 1338, 178 USPQ 577 (5th Cir. 1973), cert, denied, 
414 U.S. 874 (1974). But cf. Molins PLC v. Textron Inc., 48 F.3d 1 172, 33 USPQ2d 1823 (Fed. 
Cir. 1995). 
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3. It is noted that the IDS was not filed with any statement as required by 37 CFR 1 .97(e). 
The timeliness of the citation of 7 pages of prior art, deemed by the applicant to be "material" to 
the application claims, after the filing of two RCEs, does not benefit compact prosecution. 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 38-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. The position solution 
processor as claimed is insufficiently disclosed in the specification. Applicants are required to 
show where, in the original specification, the claimed position solution processor having the 
claimed configuration is specifically disclosed. Specifically, applicants are required to show (1) 
the computing of a GNSS-defined position solution for the structure using GNSS signals 
received by the antennas and sampled at the same instant and the relative orientation, and (2) 
computing the location of the single point on the structure. 

6. Claims 39, 40, 42, 44, and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. The use of a GNSS receiver for providing the orientation information is not 
disclosed in the original specification and is considered new matter required to be cancelled. 
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7. An arrangement of a thermocouple attached to a temperature sensor is new matter which 
is not disclosed in the specification since the specification describes a temperature sensor which 
is exemplified as a thermocouple. 

8. In claims 42 and 47, the use of the position solution processor being "preprogrammed for 
operating switches ..." is not sufficiently disclose in the specification. 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 38-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

11. In claim 38, the preamble sets forth the determining of a "position of a single point on a 
structure", while the body sets forth "processor configured for computing a GNSS-dcfincd 
position solution for said structure" and "said position solution processor is adapted for 
computing the location of the single point on the structure." Is there a distinction between these 
points. What is the difference between the position solution processor set forth in lines 9-14 and 
the position solution processor of lines 1 5-16? Same problems are present in claim 47. 

12. It is not understood what the scope of "a redundant array of multiple GNSS receivers" is. 
This language appears to be misdescriptive since only two receivers are described, i.e. a master 
and a slave. If the two of these represent an array where is there redundancy? Same problem is 
present in claim 47. 
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13. In claim 38, how does the "orientation" determined form the orientation device (lines 7- 
8) relate to the "relative orientation" (lines 13-14)? Additionally, what is "relative orientation" 
relative to? 

14. In claim 40, the language "orientation device having a fixed orientation relative to said 
structure" is not understood. 

15. In claim 42, it is not understood what is meant by the language "to select one or more of 
said antennas for providing signal input to a respective receiver simultaneously." Moreover, 
what is operating "simultaneously? In claim 38, the language "multiple antennas each connected 
to a respective receiver" is descriptive simply of an antenna connected to each of the master and 
slave receivers, and thus only describes two antennas. Thus, with respect to claim 42 in which it 
appears that the applicant is attempting to describe the embodiment of Figure 1, the association 
of a switch with each respective antenna is misdescriptive and does not make sense since if the 
antennas are switched it is not understood how the signals are sampled at the same instant and 
provided to a receiver simultaneously. This problem also exists in claim 47. 

16. In claim 44, "said receiver array" lacks a proper antecedent basis. Claim 44 is 
misdescriptive since the temperature sensor is the thermocouple. Thus, a thermocouple attached 
to a temperature sensor is misdescriptive and in error. 

17. It is noted that the applicants appear to be attempting to combine two embodiments 
described in the specification, e.g., Figure 1 and [0050] (Figure 3) into a single embodiment. It 
is also noted that none of the rejections set forth in the previous Office Action have been 
addressed in the applicants' most recent response. Rather the applicants have simply replaced the 
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rejected claims with new claims and a statement that the new claims are not taught, disclosed or 
suggested by the prior art. 

18. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

19. Claims 38, 41, 43 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Zimmerman et al (7,027,918). 

20. Zimmerman et al teach the claimed system including a system using multiple antennas to 
obtain a position solution via RTK in order to determine a position with the highest possible 
accuracy. Figure 1 shows a general environment including an object 102 having a plurality of 
antenna elements 104 and 106, though the invention can be extended to any multiple number of 
antennas (10:33-40). As exemplified in Figure 2, each antenna is connected to a respective PTM 
202 and 204 which meets the scope of the multiple receivers (10:48-1 1 :4). Each PTM is 
connected to a common clock 208 which provides sampling of the satellite signals at the same 
instant (11:5-16). A master processor 206 meets the scope of the claimed position solution 
processor. A sensor 2 1 2 provides further constraint information to the master processor (11:17- 
33, 13:43-16:60) wherein the constraint information reduces the requirements of the total number 
of raw data inputs in the same manner as the use of the compass as disclosed in the applicants' 
specification [0050]. 

21 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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22. Claims 39, 40 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zimmerman et al (7,027,918) in view of either one of Van Dusseldorp (5,943,008) or Chang et al 
(5,777,578). 

23. Zimmerman et al teach the subject matter substantially as claimed as set forth above. 
Zimmerman et al do not show the orientation device comprising a GNSS receiver. 

24. Each of Van Dusseldorp and Chang et al teaches that it is well-known in the art of 
position determination/navigation to utilize GPS antenna/signals to determine orientation 
information. 

25. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Zimmerman et al by utilizing a GNSS receiver to provide 
orientation information in view of the conventionality of such as shown by either one of Van 
Dusseldorp or Chang et al since the use of such is well-known and itsu use would have provided 
the predictable result of orientation information. 

26. Zimmerman et al exemplify their embodiments in earthmoving vehicles but does not 
specify a marine vessel. However, the intended use in a marine structure would have been 
within the skill of the artisan since the use of the known system on a particular structure would 
have resulted in predictable results of determining the position using the same information while 
experiencing similar conditions. 

27. Claims 42, 45 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zimmerman et al in view of Geier et al (previously cited, 5,202,829). 

28. Zimmerman et al teach the subject matter substantially as claimed as set forth above. 
Zimmerman et al do not show switches associated with respective antennas. 
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29. As best understood, the claimed subject matter would have been obvious in view of Geier 
for reasons previously presented in the prosecution history (6/5/06) which features were 
subsequently removed from the claims. Zimmerman et al exemplify their embodiments in 
earthmoving vehicles but does not specify a marine vessel. However, the intended use in a 
marine structure would have been within the skill of the artisan since the use of the known 
system on a particular structure would have resulted in predictable results of determining the 
position using the same information while experiencing similar conditions. 

30. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zimmerman et al 
in view of Welles, II et al (5,864,315). 

3 1 . Zimmerman et al teach the subject matter substantially as claimed as set forth above. 
Zimmerman et al do not show the temperature sensor associated with a receiver. 

32. Welles, II et al teach the conventionality of the use of a temperature sensor associated 
with a GPS receiver in order to compensate for temperature drift and thereby provide increased 
accuracy. 

33. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Zimmerman et al by incorporating a temperature sensor with a 
GPS receiver so as to compensate for temperature drift and improve the accuracy of the GPS 
receiver as shown by Welles, II et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gregory C. Issing whose telephone number is (571)-272-6973. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 6:00 AM- 4:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Tarcza can be reached on (571)-272-6979. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Gregory C. Issing 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3662 


/Gregory C. Issing/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3662 


